








CITY OF ANTIOCH
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Regular Meeting November 6, 2013
6:30 p.m. City Council Chambers
CALL TO ORDER

Chair Hinojosa called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. on Wednesday, November 6,
2013, in the City Council Chambers. She stated that all items that can be appealed
under 9-5.2509 of the Antioch Municipal Code must be appealed within five (5) working
days of the decision. The final appeal date of decisions made at this meeting is 5:00
p.m. on Monday, November 18, 2013.

ROLL CALL

Present: Commissioners Pinto, Motts, Baatrup and Westerman
Chair Hinojosa

Absent: Commissioner Miller

Staff: Community Development Director, Tina Wehrmeister
Senior Planner, Mindy Gentry
Public Works Director/City Engineer, Ron Bernal
City Attorney, Lynn Tracy Nerland
Minutes Clerk, Cheryl Hammers

LEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PUBLIC COMMENTS

None.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Approval of Minutes: October 16, 2013

On motion by Commissioner Motts, and seconded by Commissioner Pinto, the
Planning Commission approved the Minutes of October 16, 2013.

AYES: Hinojosa, Pinto, Motts, Baatrup
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: Westerman

ABSENT: Miller

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR
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City Attorney Nerland gave an overview regarding making public comments with the
applicant having 10 minutes to speak, the opposition having 10 minutes to speak, and
each additional speaker having 3 minutes to speak. She indicated there were speaker
cards available and requested that speakers come to the podium to speak, mentioning
the warning signal light. She said that there may be questions for staff and the
applicant, that the hearing would then be closed for the commission to deliberate, and
that there would need to be four affirmative votes to recommend approval of the project.

NEW PUBLIC HEARING

2. Discovery Builders requests the approval of a General Plan amendment (GPA)
from Low Density Residential to inclusion in the Somersville Road Corridor Focus
Area and to add language to the General Plan waiving the requirements of
certain applicable sections of the General Plan related to hillside development; a
rezone from Hillside Planned Development (HPD) District to Planned
Development (PD) District; an amendment to the zoning ordinance to provide the
City Council with the discretion to determine if the Hillside Planned Development
policies apply to a project; a Vesting Tentative Map; a Final Plan Development;
and a Use Permit in order to create 60 lots intended for single family homes. The
project is generally located west of the intersection of Somersville Road and
James Donlon Boulevard (APN: 089-160-010). An Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration are also being considered for adoption.

Senior Planner Gentry provided a summary of the staff report dated October 31, 2013.
She went over the options for each action, referenced the letter on the dais received
after the staff report was prepared, and indicated that the City’s enwronmental
consultant was available for questions.

CA Nerland said that there were copies of the letter in the back for the public.

Commissioner Pinto confirmed with staff that even though the City is not required to
submit project information to the State, that there was no negative impact but that this
noticing would extend the review time by ten days. SP Gentry said that now that the
comment period is closed they would have to reopen the environmental document for
thirty days.

Commissioner Baatrup asked staff about the time period between March of 2013 and
October of 2013 to which SP Gentry said that City staff was still working with the
applicant and then made the decision to go forward in bringing it to the commission for
hearing and releasing the initial study. She said the initial study was released
electronically to the Commission and that there was a link in the staff report for the
document.

Chair Hinojosa said that she feels comfortable with the amenities proposed but given
the requested removal of the pedestrian path for privacy issues, she asked staff if more
recreation was included on the site to which SP Gentry said that while this is not a huge
project, there would be a private pocket park.
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Chair Hinojosa then asked staff about the significant issues for the EIR, the
recommended language to the General Plan Amendment and changing the zoning
designation. SP Gentry responded that the significant issues were land use and
aesthetics, and the language amendments requested will eliminate any inconsistencies
or conflicts with the General Plan and that geotechnical reports would be looked at.
She said that for the CEQA document she would defer questions to the consultant.

Consultant Doug Herring said that remedial grading would address the stability
concerns and that they would be verifying in the field that they are able to mitigate those
issues. He said that if they are unable to remediate the issues, the City would step in
and halt development pursuant to the conditions of approval.

Chair Hinojosa confirmed with the consultant that it is very common to have mitigation
measures for the report and study in establishing performance standards and that the
issues raised in the document were not related to the requirement to prepare an
Environmental Impact Report.

OPENED PUBLIC HEARING

Applicant, Louis Parsons, gave a brief PowerPoint presentation showing the proposed
Sky Ranch project and the existing Black Diamond project with the remainder parcel
which is this project in the middle. He showed maps of the projected lots, the grading
plan, a project overview, infill information and definition, design constraints of the
project, and terracing. He said that he was here to answer questions and is excited
about the project.

Commissioner Motts asked the applicant about the view shed and the grading of Sky
Ranch Il to which Mr. Parsons said that Sky Ranch Il is immediately adjacent to this
project and that it is a much larger project with similar grading.

Commissioner Baatrup questioned the applicant about the grading, the flat topography
and asked about the greatest cut in Sky Ranch Il. Mr. Parsons answered that Sky
Ranch 1l is a big cut and big fill project with the greatest cut being 120 to 130 feet. He
said that the Pointe is all a cut, that they have a detailed remedial grading plan and that
given this would be a tentative approval, they couldn’t get a permit or record a final map
until they comply with mitigation measures and conditions of approval.

Commissioner Pinto asked the applicant about the Traffic study conducted in 2010 and
grading of the hills to ensure there are no landslides or shifting of the soil. Applicant
stated that although no new traffic analysis or studies have been done, any additional
traffic increase is negligible.

Albert Seeno spoke to say that the soil conditions on the site have been remediated,
that they will be offloading unstable soils, they will take care of the remedial grading and
that there will be no slides as it will be very stable.
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Commissioner Pinto clarified with Mr. Seeno that although there are existing retaining
walls, there will be no impact to those walls because they will have a geo grid in the
hillside to stabilize the slopes.

Chair Hinojosa asked applicant about long term maintenance and repair to which Mr.
Seeno said that some things like ditches and retaining walls will be maintained by the
property owners and others by the Homeowners Association. He said that none of the
HOA funding would be prefunded but that there would be a phasing plan and the
maintenance association fee would be very nominal.

Commissioner Westerman questioned Mr. Seeno about the privately owned streets and
if the HOA would be responsible for maintenance of the streets, storm water drains, the
pocket park and the water retention basin. Mr. Seeno said that these would fall under
the HOA but they would attempt to keep the cost under $100.00 a month. He said that
the streets have a thicker section than the City standard warrants, that the life
expectancy of the asphalt is at least 25 years with slurry sealing every few years and
the City would have an easement to take care of water and sewer lines, and the HOA
would maintain the storm drains.

Commissioner Motts expressed concern with the view shed and read a portion of the
letter to which Mr. Seeno stated that he is a home builder, that Save Mount Diablo are
good custodians of their property, that this project has been in process for almost nine
years, and that there will always be opposition.

Michael Mikel, resident on Countryside Way since 2007, said that he bought the house
hoping to live in a community and that over the last 7 years he and his neighbors
regularly come together for picnics, meetings, and have a social website. He said that
approximately 50 people signed the petition, that Seeno Homes wants to put a gated
community in the midst of their community, that they had no idea it was coming, that
they were told that the hill would remain open space, that some people paid a premium
for their lot with a view of the hillside, and that an EIR is a must.

Robert Williams, resident in Black Diamond Ranch, said that safety is a concemn and
that residents had a meeting and arrived at three questions: where are the fire
department, police or any medical facilities there; will the neighborhood wall be a T or
an L; and what is the plan for inclusion of sidewalks given some people and animals
have been killed. He also said that a community impact study was needed to reflect
current population with existing families.

Roy L. Norwood, resident of Black Diamond, said that the request should be denied,
that he has heard nothing to suggest that they have done environmental reviews for
anything to be built on that hill, and that they have not been given any guarantees that
there won't be sliding. He said that there is also the issue of emergencies with only one
way in and one way out; that there are traffic issues, no lights, no sidewalks and major
accidents.
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Nancy Woldering with Save Mount Diablo said that this land was set aside, that this sets
a bad precedent, that they are concerned the project has massive grading, and that
they highly believe that an EIR should be prepared. She said that the CEQA process
allows adoption but they need to mitigate impacts when policies are waived and that
mass grading not be allowed. She said that this plan ignores all of the City’s direction.

John Neal said that he has had to invest in ground compaction and drainage issues
given that over the past 3 years his property has flooded. He said that if the hill is taken
down this will increase runoff and that he has seen no reports as to what they would do
to mitigate or control additional runoff from the hillside. He said he is concerned about
the construction traffic going in and out directly behind his property and that there have
been several accidents with construction vehicles. He said that there are safety
concerns for families.

Larry Tong with East Bay Regional Park District said that as indicated in the letter, they
believe the City cannot make the findings needed to support this project. He added that
the proposed removal of 104 vertical feet of hillside is similar to a 9 to 10 story building
which is not consistent with the General Plan. He said that given that this project does
not address land use and aesthetic issues, that they feel it should not be approved.

Marty Fernandez said that while he doesn’t live close to the area, mornings are a
madhouse and that this project is located in their school district without bus service for
kids. He said this item should not be considered and they should be turned down.

Chair Hinojosa then read statements from speakers who did not wish to speak:

Radiah Mikel wrote: This is not good. We purchased our home with Discovery and was
told the hill would remain open wildlife space. The community does not want this to
happen.

Margaret Ellen Verbin wrote: Extreme grading will expose Torgensen Ct to views of
factories by California Avenue and Pittsburg Antioch Highway. Not clear what intention
is with Torgensen Ct other than EVA; object to grading of hill behind my house. Would
like more time to respond in writing to study, etc if appropriate and further action is
warranted.

Darryl Parker wrote: When we bought our home the builder told us that the area will be
open space. This is the main reason we bought the house.

Regina Norwood wrote: My main concern is safety. We need more lanes on
Somersville. A light signal placed at James Donlon and Somersville and buses that run
up Somersville to Black Diamond Estates. Enough deaths already. One is too many.
Our kids walk to Gentrytown 1 to 2 miles just to take the bus to school. Traffic is horrible
during commute hours on Somersville. No more houses until that safety issue is fixed.

Chair Hinojosa asked if it was appropriate to ask questions of speakers and whether
CC&Rs have been reviewed as to keeping open space.
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Michael Mikel said that at the time they purchased their home, it was never told to them,
that some people bought higher premium lots for view of the hills and that if they have
more time, they can get a list of people who were told that. That this was a determining
factor of them buying their home; that the area gets very windy when it comes down
from the mountain and is wondering what affect cutting the hill will have.

Applicant responded that the remainder property was talked about as not being open
space and that this is in CC&Rs.

Robert Williams said that he just bought his home and that the real estate people said
nothing will be on this mountain.

Chair Hinojosa asked Mr. Tong to come back up. She asked him to explain the visual
study done from the Moller propenrty indicated in the letter to the City.

Mr. Tong said that Exhibit 1 is a visual identifying the view point on the trail; that this
project will be highly visible from the park site, and that Exhibit 2 references the parcel
was designated as open space.

Chair Hinojosa stated that from the proposed trail the proposed project will disturb a
view shed and that has not been adequately considered and needs to be evaluated in
an environmental document.

CLOSED PUBLIC HEARING

Recess from 8:15 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
Staff put up the slide outlining the Commission’s options.

Commissioner Motts questioned staff regarding the anticipated expansion of
Somersville Road and the completion of James Donlon Road and if this will alleviate
some of those issues.

Ron Bernal responded that the Somersville Road widening is scheduled to be
completed by the end of 2014 which would involve expansion of Somersville to four
lanes with a traffic signal at James Donlon. He said that there will be sidewalk down the
west side of Somersville. The James Donlon extension is further out and won’t be done
for several years. He said that the Chevron property to the north has a road that would
connect to this development but that it is a few years out as well.

Commissioner Motts clarified with staff that the original proposal included a parcel
dedicated to the City as open space but that in 2008 the applicant requested this be
changed to a remainder parcel for executive and estate housing on that parcel.

Commissioner Pinto asked staff if the developer met the 3 year requirement in the
original approval. SP Gentry said that they did meet the 3 year requirement but this is a
long process and the process has undergone a variety of review processes.
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Commissioner Pinto asked if the community had any town hall meetings or community
outreach. SP Gentry said that while the City was not involved in any, she is unsure if
applicant did any. She added that the City followed proper noticing procedures.

Commissioner Baatrup clarified with staff that the environmental document has to have
approval for the Commission to act on project.

Commissioner Baatrup then discussed with staff the significant impacts and aesthetic
issues being a judgment call given the removal of 100 feet of vertical hillside.

Commissioner Baatrup asked staff if one brings forward a General Plan Amendment if it
warrants an environmental review to which SP Gentry said that the City can only
approve four General Plan Amendments in a year, and that they would look at the
project as a whole on a case by case basis.

Commissioner Motts said that given the background and the concerns raised, he can'’t
see where it rises to a place to amend the General Plan. He said that it might be

appropriate to recommend an Environmental Impact Report to alleviate concerns and
then move forward.

Commissioner Baatrup said that he is not comfortable with the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project given the severity of the construction necessary. He said
that he can't get on board to recommend adoption of what is in front of them tonight;
that there are too many significant impacts and too many exceptions. He said that this
project was proposed in 2005 and that between 2005 and 2008 the property owner
decided on an opportunity to develop the property and that there is a necessity for an
Environmental Impact Report. He stated his preference to not recommend adoption of
the Mitigated Negative Declaration to the City Council and to deny at this time.

Commissioner Pinto said that while he is all for development and construction which
creates jobs, this project is not something he can support because traffic flow one way
in and one way out. He expressed concemn with the fact that the Air Quality Board did
not review, with the hillside grading, and with kids who will be moving in ending up at
Mission School. He said that he thinks the project is good but not very well thought out.
The community was not involved in the decision making process which is not fair to
local residents and that he is not able to support this project.

Commissioner Westerman said that the normal way for a project is to design it to
conform to requirements, zoning and guidelines. In this case, the project was designed
first and now want to change zoning, design and guidelines to fit the project. With the
General Plan dealing with hillsides, this would be setting precedent that would be
undesirable. Other projects coming along would put the City in a precarious situation.
He said that he is not supportive of this project.

Chair Hinojosa thanked applicant for their interest in the community and said that this
type of development would be an asset given the beautiful area. Putting aside massive
grading, the project appears to be consistent but we need to step back and look at the
bigger picture. She said she likes the idea of planned development but does not agree
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with all of the policies. She cannot support the outright waiver of policies for hillsides.
She said the project has history and the Planning Commission has had concerns. She
said with the steep grading and not complying with all of its plans in totality, she would
like to give the developer the opportunity to pursue by preparing an Environmental
Impact Report, rather than outright denying the project.

CA Nerland said that there a number of possible resolutions for action but what the
Commission does not have is a resolution denying the Mitigated Negative Declaration
and direction that an Environmental Impact Report be prepared. But if a number of the
Commissioners tonight feel that there really isn’t likely going to be more information
brought forward to support changing the General Plan and rezoning, an alternative
approach would be not to take action in the environmental review and to recommend
denials.

Chair Hinojosa asked for clarification that if the Commission denies the MND but
determines an Environmental Impact Report is appropriate, applicant would prepare
and come back to the Commission but if some feel that after an Environmental Impact
being prepared is not going to be much farther, what is the point. She said her concern
is that if the Commission recommends denial outright tonight, it will be appealed to the
City Council who can overturn the decision by the Planning Commission.

CA Nerland responded that the Planning Commission’s action tonight is a
recommendation and that City Council will always have the final say.

Commissioner Pinto said that based upon the City Attorney’s statement that the
applicant may not be satisfied with the decision we make tonight, his recommendation
would be to take the second option and deny the project.

CA Nerland said that applicant can respond if they wish for an Environmental Impact
Report.

REOPENED PUBLIC HEARING

Applicant said that they do not believe that this project warrants the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report and would not be amenable to funding and preparing that
for this project.

RECLOSED PUBLIC HEARING

Commissioner Baatrup made a motion not to take action on the environmental
document, a resolution recommending denial of the General Plan Amendments,
resolution recommending denial of the initiation of amendments to Title 9 of the
Municipal Code, “Planning and Zoning” for a rezone of the subject property from Hillside
Planned Development (HPD) to Planned Development (PD), and a resolution
recommending denial to the City Council of the Vesting Tentative Map, Final
Development Plan and Use Permit for 60 single family units.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2013-**

On Motion by Commissioner Baatrup and seconded by Commissioner
Westerman, the Planning Commission recommends to the City Council denial of
the amendments to the City of Antioch’s General Plan.

AYES: Hinojosa, Pinto, Motts, Baatrup, Westerman
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Miller

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-**

On Motion by Commissioner Baatrup and seconded by Commission Westerman,
the Planning Commission recommends to the City Council denial of the
‘amendments and rezone to City of Antioch’s zoning code found in Title 9 of the
Antioch Municipal Code.

AYES: Hinojosa, Pinto, Motts, Baatrup, Westerman
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Miller

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-**

On Motion by Commissioner Baatrup and seconded by Commissioner
Westerman, the Planning Commission recommends to the City Council denial of
the Final Development, Vesting Tentative Map, and Use Permit (PD-08-01, PW 608,
and UP-08-01) to construct 60 single family homes including associated
infrastructure improvements, an approximately 10,000 s.f. pocket park and two
open space parcels.

AYES: Hinojosa, Pinto, Motts, Baatrup, Westerman
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: Miller

NEW ITEMS

3. Election of Vice Chair

SP Gentry said that with one member of the Commission absent, this item can be
postponed to the next meeting.

Commissioner Baatrup said that it would be worthwhile for all to participate and he
would like to continue to the next meeting.

Commissioner Motts confirmed with staff that the recruitment is still in process.
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Commissioner Pinto recommended that the Commission proceed in selecting the Vice
Chair.

Commissioner Westerman said that he agreed with Commissioner Baatrup and that it
was a good idea to wait until the next meeting.

On motion by Commissioner Westerman, seconded by Commissioner Motts, the
Planning Commission members present continued the appointment of a Vice
Chair to the next meeting.

AYES: Hinojosa, Pinto, Motts, Baatrup and Westerman
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: Miller

4, Appointment to Trans Plan

SP Gentry said that it would be a good idea to appoint rather than continue to the next
meeting.

On motion by Chair Hinojosa, seconded by Commissioner Baatrup, the Planning

Commission members present appointed Commissioner Motts to serve on the
Transplan Committee.

AYES: Hinojosa, Pinto, Motts, Baatrup and Westerman
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: Miller

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Commissioner Motts said that Measure C passed which is a huge step for Antioch.

SP Gentry said that the next meeting will be November 20™.

There was a discussion of December meetings and that although both dates are
anticipated, that two of the Commissioners will be doing some traveling during the

month of December.

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

None.
COMMITTEE REPORTS

None.
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ADJOURNMENT

Chair Hinojosa adjourned the Planning Commission at 9:13 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
Cheryl Hammers



STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 20, 2013

Prepared by: Mindy Gentry, Senior Planner &~
Date: November 14, 2013

Subject: UP-13-03 - Panda Express
DISCUSSION

It is recommended that the Planning Commission continue this item to December 4,
2013.

N

11-20-13



STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 20, 2013

Prepared by:  Mindy Gentry, Senior Planner b

Date: November 14, 2013

Subject: S-13-01 - Master Sign Program Amendment (The Crossings
Shopping Center)

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Planning Commission consider the request for an
amendment to the Master Sign Program for the Crossings Shopping Center.
Resolutions for approval and denial have been provided.

REQUEST

American Sign Installation, the applicant, requests the approval to amend the Master
Sign Program for the Crossings Shopping Center, located at the intersection of Deer
Valley Road and Hillcrest Avenue (APN: 052-460-020) (Attachment “A”).

BACKGROUND

The Crossings Retail Center site, located at 3365 Deer Valley Road, received use
permit and design review approvals in 1989 (UP/AR/V-88-32). The sign program (S-89-
15) for the Crossings Shopping Center was approved on September 27, 1989
(Attachment “B"). The property is zoned C-2, Neighborhood Commercial, and is
designated Neighborhood Commercial by the General Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL

This project is Categorically Exempt from the provisions of CEQA, pursuant to section
15301 — Existing Facilities. This section of CEQA exempts projects that involve
negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of the lead agency's
determination, including new copy for on-premise signs.

ANALYSIS
Issue #1:  Project Overview

The applicant is proposing to install 22" high letters “SALLY” and 6” high letters
“BEAUTY SUPPLY” on a 20’ long storefront within the Crossings Shopping Center. The
logo and the overall height of the stacked signage are 2'6” tall and 16’ in width
(Attachment “C”). The width is 80 percent of the width of the storefront. The applicant
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is requesting the aforementioned sign dimensions to maintain the corporate standard
size. '

The Master Sign Program for the shopping center allows for stacked signage for
storefronts that are 20’ or less; however the height of the letters shall be a maximum of
12”. The Master Sign Program also states that the overall width for tenants with
storefronts of 20’ or less shall not exceed 70 percent of the width of the storefront. The
request is not meeting these conditions of approval. The Master Sign Program also
only allows a maximum height of 18” for capital letter height for non-stacked signage,
which the 22" high letters would also be exceeding.

The applicant has indicated that the biggest issue is to maintain the letter proportions
and have agreed to a 2'X14’ sign, which meets the 70 percent of the storefront width;
however, does still not meet the 12" height requirement for stacked signage or even the
18” for non-stacked signage.

The intent of the Master Sign Program within a shopping center is to have consistency
and continuity throughout the center. The amendments would allow up to an 80 percent
width of the storefront and a letter height of 22, not to exceed 30” in height total for the
stacked signage. These changes would be made to the overall sign program, which
would then be applicable to all future signage within the shopping center. The Planning
Commission also has to consider if it wants to make these changes, which will not
conform to the already existing signage. The signage parameters identified in the
master sign program are typical throughout the majority of the City’s shopping centers.

ATTACHMENTS

A: Aerial Photo

B: The Crossings Shopping Center Master Sign Program Conditions of Approval
C: Applicant’s Request



CITY OF ANTIOCH PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 2013-**

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH
DENYING THE AMENDMENT TO THE CROSSINGS SHOPPING CENTER MASTER
SIGN PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Antioch did receive a
request from American Sign Installation for an amendment to the Master Sign Program
for the Crossings Shopping Center to allow 80 percent of the width of store frontage for
signage and 22" high letters, not to exceed 30” in height total for the stacked signage.
The project is located at 3365 Deer Valley Road (APN: 052-460-020) (S-13-01); and

WHEREAS, this project is exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to
CEQA Guideline section 15301 — Existing Facilities; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission on November 20, 2013, duly held a
hearing, received and considered evidence, both oral and documentary.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City
of Antioch does hereby DENY S-13-01.

* * * * * * * *

| HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the Planning
Commission of the City of Antioch, County of Contra Costa, State of California, at a
regular meeting of said Planning Commission held on the 20™ of November, 2013.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Tina Wehrmeister
Secretary to the Planning Commission



CITY OF ANTIOCH PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 2013-**

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH
APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CROSSINGS SHOPPING CENTER
MASTER SIGN PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Antioch did receive a
request from American Sign Installation for an amendment to the Master Sign Program
for the Crossings Shopping Center to allow 80 percent of the width of store frontage for
signage and 22" high letters, not to exceed 30" in height total for the stacked signage.
The project is located at 3365 Deer Valley Road (APN: 052-460-020) (S-13-01); and

WHEREAS, this project is exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to
CEQA Guideline section 15301 — Existing Facilities; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission on November 20, 2013, duly held a
hearing, received and considered evidence, both oral and documentary.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City
of Antioch does hereby APPROVE S$-13-01, and amends Design Review Board
Resolution 89-54 as follows:

2d.  Stacked signage will be allowed only for tenants with store fronts 20 feet
or less in width. Letter height for stacked signage shall be a maximum of
227, but shall not exceed 30” in overall height.

2g. The overall width of signs for tenants with storefronts 20 feet or less in
width shall not exceed 80 percent of the width of the storefront. All other
tenant signage shall not exceed 65 percent of the width of the storefront,
except as provided for in Section 2c.

* * * * * * * *

| HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the Planning
Commission of the City of Antioch, County of Contra Costa, State of California, at a
regular meeting of said Planning Commission held on the 20" of November, 2013.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Tina Wehrmeister
Secretary to the Planning Commission



ATTACHMENT "A"

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH
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ATTACHMENT "B"

ANTIOCH CITY DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

RESOLUTION NO. 89-54

WHEREAS, the Design Review Board of the City of Antioch
did receive a request by A.D. SEENO CONSTRUCTION COMPANY for

approval of a sign program (S-89-16) for the Crossings Shopping
Center; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act and City implementing procedures, the project has been
deemed categorically exempt; and

WHEREAS, the Design Review Board on September 27, 1989
duly held a hearing, received and considered evidence, both oral
and documentary.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Design Review
Board of the City of Antioch does hereby grant APPROVAL of a sign
program for the Crossings Shopping Center generally located at the
southwest corner of Deer Valley Road and Hillcrest Avenue subject
to the following conditions:

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

1. That all new signage for individual tenants be reviewed and
approved by City staff prior to installation.

2. That the following shall apply to all new signage for indi-
vidual tenants:

a. The tenant sign will be of individual letter construc-
tion and letter, numeral or unit will be attached,
structurally and electrically, individually to the
fascia. Colors to be complementary to adjacent

signage.

b. Tenants will be limited to a maximum of one sign except
for end tenants. End tenants will be allowed two signs,
one on the front elevation and one on the side
elevation. No signage will be allowed on the rear of
the building except on service doors as stated in
Sectiaon 2m.

c. Tenants with store fronts which incorporate the hip roof
architectural elements will be allowed to place one
sign, either on the hip roof element or on the main
building fascia. If the sign is placed on the hip roof
element, the length of the sign may exceed 65 percent of
the width of the store front, provided that a minimum of
18 inches separates the end of the sign and the end of
the fascia element.



RESOLUTION NO. 89-54
Page 2

d. Stacked signage will be allowed only for tenants with
store fronts 20 feet or less in width. Letter height
for stacked signs shall be a maximum of 12 inches.

e. The capital letter height for non-stacked signage shall
be 18 inches.

£. Logos are encouraged and will be considered on a case-
by-case basis.

g. The overall width of signs for tenants with store fronts
20 feet or less in width shall not exceed 70 percent of
the width of the store front. All other tenant signage
shall not exceed 65 percent of the width of the store
front, except as provided for in Section 2c.

h. Each letter, numeral, or unit may be internally
illuminated and will be faced with plexiglass or similar
material.

The letter style for all tenants shall be compatible
with adjacent signage and shall be considered on a case-
by-case basis, as approved by City staff.

j. The colors to be used shall be considered on a case-by-
case basis and shall be monochromatic, as approved by
City staff.

k. Signage shall be placed only on the fascia band

1. To assure architectural integrity to the building fa-
cade, the use of all sign colors, details and materials
will be subject to the landlord's approval and City
approval. Complete shop drawings, indicating dimen-
sions, materials, and colors must be submitted to the
landlord for written approval prior to application for
approval by the Antioch City Planning Department.

m. Tenant identification on exterior service or stock room
doors and any miscellaneous signs that may be required
on the exterior of the demised premises will be of a
standard size and design, specifications shall not
exceed six (6) inches in height, for which will be
provided by the landlord prior to completion of con-
struction.

Miscellaneous:

1. Flashing, moving or audible signs will not be
permitted.

2. No exposed conduit, tubing or raceways will be
permitted.
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3. All conductors, transformers and other equipment
shall be concealed.

4. All penetrations of the building structure required
for sign installation shall be neatly sealed in a
watertight condition.

5. Sign contractor shall repair any damage caused by
his work and tenant shall be fully responsible for
the operations of his sign contractor(s).

6. No signmaker's labels, trademark symbols, or other
identification will be permitted on the exposed
surface of the signs.

7. Wording of the sign shall not include the product
sold except as a part of tenant's trade name.

8. If the fascia sign is ever removed for replacement
or because of termination of lease, tenant shall
leave the fascia panel in good condition, normal
wear and tear excepted. Without limitation, tenant
shall specifically be required to £ill in a work-
manlike manner any holes left in the fascia panel
by removal of the sign.

9. Tenant shall not be allowed to open for business
prior to the installation of exterior illuminated
signing. In the event that tenant is not able to
install said signing prior to opening for business,
tenant shall provide landlord with a signed con-
tract from the sign contractor. Said contract
shall provide for installation of tenant's sign
within thirty (30) days after tenant's opening for
business. In such event, tenant may open for
business with landlord's consent.

10. Tenant shall not have the right to place, con-
struct, or maintain any other sign, advertisement,
awning, banner or other exterior decoration beyond
30 days after opening for business.

11. Tenant shall not have the right to place, con-
struct, or maintain on the glass panes and supports
of the show windows of the premises, the doors, and
the exterior walls or roof of the building in which
the premises are located or any interior portions
of the premises that may be visible from the ex-
terior of the premises, any signs, advertisements,
names, insignia, trademarks, descriptive material,
or any other similar item (excepting neon signs
under section below).
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5.

6.

12. Tenant shall not without City and landlord's
consent, place, construct, or maintain on the
premises any advertisement media, including without
limitation, searchlights, flashing lights, loud-
speakers, phonographs, or other similar visual or
audio media. Tenant shall not solicit business in,
on, or about the common areas, or distribute hand-
bills or other advertising or promotional media in,
on, or about the common areas.

That neon tenant identification signage in store front
glazing areas is encouraged. This is considered by the City
on a case-by-case basis, and must be approved by Planning
Department staff.

That details of a pedestrian oriented sign program shall be
submitted for staff review and approval prior to occupancy of
any of the minor tenant stores. All minor tenants shall be
encouraged to have pedestrian oriented signage.

STANDARD CONDITIONS

Compliance with the City of Antioch Municipal Code.

That the City staff inspect the site for compliance of
conditions prior to final inspection approval.

conditions required by the Design Review Board, which call
for a modification or any change to the site plan submitted,
must be corrected to show those conditions and all standards
and requirements of the City of Antioch prior to any submit-
tal for a building permit. No building permit will be issued
unless site plan meets the requirements stipulated by the
Design Review Board and standards of the City.

This approval expires one year from date of approval.
(Expires September 27, 1990)

All signage be in compliance with existing sign ordinances

g
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8954

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was duly

adopted by the Design Review Board of the City of Antioch, County

of Contra Costa, State of California, at a regular meeting of said

Design Review Board held on the 27th of September, 1989, by the

following vote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

Board Members Adams and Ginochio, and Chairman
Callahan

None

Board Member Jackson and Vice Chairman Seelinger

Aesar s

SUSAN SAINS 7~
Secretary to the Design Review Board

)



ATTACHMENT "C"

City of Antioch

re: Sally Beauty
3325 Deer Valley Road, Antioch
Amendment to Master Sign Program

The intent of the sign is to maintain the integrity of Sally Beauty logo.
(20'linear storefront). The sign band is 17’ 6" wide and 42" tall.
The 70% allows a 14’ length with max. letter height of 12" tall.

The SALLY letters are currenly 22" tall with 6" tall letters BEAUTY SUPPLY
centered underneath. The total length is 13’7 3/8" wide.

The SALLY BEAUTY logo is 30" tall and 26 5/8" wide. This matches the top
and bottom of the letters and is the corporate logo.

The 3'x 16’is the standard size used for all SALLY Beauty stores nation-
wide. it is very important to the integrity of the corporate logo to keep
their standard sign proportions which is why we are applying for the
amendment. Reduction of the overall size to 14’ length (70% of area) is
acceptable as long as the integrity of the logo remains intact. The only
deviation from the city specifications would be the word “SALLY" to
exceed the 12" height for stacked letters.

See below from my customer:
Our biggest issue is the proportion of our letters. We want to be able to

keep “Sally” larger than “Beauty Supply”. We would settle for a 2'x 14'sign

(which fits within their existing criteria) as long as they let us keep our
standard proportions. We also want to be able to keep our logo. If we go
into it asking for our standard 3x16, and end up with these concessions,
that's fine.

Sincerely,
Daniel H. Twomey
American Sign Installation

16'-0"

ST «éf-@l

383 South “I” St.
Livermore, CA 94550
Art Dept. 925.606.6753
Print Dept. 925.455.1082
Sign Dept. 925.784.9341
Installations 925.454.3306
CA LIC. #860168
Fax 925.606.9973
www.LivermorePrintAndSign.com
LivermorePrinter@sbcglobal.net
AmericanSign@comcast.net
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STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 20, 2013

Prepared by: Mindy Gentry, Senior Planner /M\
Date: November 14, 2013

Subject: Election of Vice Chair
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Planning Commission nominate and elect a Vice Chair.
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Antioch Development Impact Fee Study
Revised Final Report 08/09/13

¢ Vehicles. The demand for general Public Works vehicles generated by future growth is
calculated based on existing inventory requirements and is increased in proportion to service
population growth. The City currently needs 235 vehicles (including general and specialized
vehicles), though because of current fiscal conditions, has only 229 vehicles. While the City
will have to fund the existing deficiency of 6 vehicles from other funding sources, a total of
65.5 new genera! vehicles will be attributable to new growth through buildout. For general
vehicles, utility trucks, 10-wheel dump trucks, backhoe, and pickup trucks, the need for
additional vehicles is greater than the proportional service population increase attributable to
new development. For bucket trucks, which will be required to serve existing and new
development, the new development’s cost share is estimated based on its service population
at buildout. The resulting vehicle acquisition cost to the development impact fee is
approximately $1.7 million.

Police Facilities and Equipment

The Police Facilities development impact fee will cover new development’s share of the costs
associated with a range of capital facilities, including Police stations, vehicles and other
equipment. New capital facilities will be required as the City’s service population increases. The
subsections below describe the nexus findings and the technical cost allocation analysis for the
proposed Palice capital facilities fee category.

Nexus Findings

Purpose

The fee will help maintain adequate levels of Police facilities, vehicles, and other equipment
necessary for adequate Police service provision in the City of Antioch.

Use of Fee

Fee revenue will be used to fund expansion of existing Police station and animal services facilities
and acquire new vehicles and specialized equipment attributable to demand from new
development.

Relationship

New development in Antioch will increase the City's demand for Police service. Fee revenue will
be used to fund additional capacity that will facilitate expansion of these items.

Need

Each new development project will add to the incremental need for Police facilities, vehicles, and
equipment. Improvements considered in this study are estimated to be necessary to maintain
the City's effective service standard (i.e., ratio of Police facilities to service population).

Proportionality

The new facilities and costs allocated to new development are based on the existing ratio
between the City’s service population and its current Police capital facilities, vehicles, and
equipment. In other words, the scale of the capital facilities and associated costs are directly

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 21 P:\200005\20001Antioch\Report\20001rpt_080913.doc

G 2Y4



Antioch Development Impact Fee Study
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proportional with the expected levels of new development and the existing relationship between
service population and Police facilities. For Police vehicles, a similar approach is utilized, but is
based on the City’s required number of vehicles rather than the existing number. Because of the
current fiscal conditions, the Police Department’s existing vehicle fleet falls below the adequate
level, with the City intending to purchase an additional three vehicles when fisca!l conditions
improve. The cost of the vehicles required to backfill the City’s existing deficiency is not
allocated to new development. In addition, the need for a new SWAT vehicle and a mobile
command post will improve service to both existing and new service population, so costs are
allocated proportionally.

Cost Allocation Analysis

The expected demand for additional Police facilities, vehicles, and equipment is shown in

Table 8, along with associated cost estimates and cost allocations to new development. As
shown, a total of $14.2 million in costs can be allocated to new development in Antioch. About
$463,000 will be required from other funding sources to fund existing vehicle deficiencies as well
as existing development’s fair share of the additional SWAT vehicle and mobile command post.

¢ Facilities. The Police Department identified a need to expand existing facilities, including its
station and animal services space. EPS used building space at existing facilities (including
the Community Center substation) to establish a share of new space to be funded by the
proposed fee. EPS estimated the incremental new facilities attributable to new development
based on the expected increase in service population, at 33.1 percent. These facilities reflect
an average development cost of $500 per square foot based on comparable projects, as
shown in Table 9. This estimate results in the Police facility cost of approximately $11.9
million attributed to the development impact fee.

o Vehicles. The demand for general Police vehicles generated by future growth is calculated
based on existing vehicle inventory requirements. The City currently has 82 general
vehicles, below the needed level of 85 vehicles as indicated by the Antioch Police
Department. While the City will have to fund the service improvement for 3 vehicles from
non-impact fee sources, new growth would require an additional demand for 25 new general
vehicles based on its fair share of service population increase. Based on the market cost of
new vehicles provided by the Police Department (of $39,000 per vehicle), about $975,000 in
general vehicle costs can be attributed to new development, while about $114,000 will be
associated with the City’s existing deficiency that will need to be funded through other
funding sources. In addition, the Police Department will require a new SWAT vehicle to serve
new development, though because it will also improve the service level to existing and new
development, the cost will be allocated to both existing and new development.

e Other. The City will also require a mobile command post and specialized equipment, such as
portable radios, guns, and technology equipment associated with new growth in the City.
The mobile command post will serve existing and new development, and so it will require
funding from both new development and other sources. The costs of the other specialized
equipment developed by the Police Department covers only the costs associated with serving
new development. These items result in the Police cost of nearly $1.3 million attributed to
the development impact fee.
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Antioch Development Impact Fee Study
Revised Final Report 08/09/13

Parks and Recreation Facilities

The Park and Recreation impact fee is designed to cover the costs associated with new parks and
recreation facilities and equipment required to serve future growth in Antioch. It covers the
appropriate share of the costs of developing new parks, Community Centers and facilities,
library, and associated capital equipment (the park in-lieu fee under the Quimby Act, described
in the next chapter, provides revenues based on parkland needs and costs). New capital
facilities will be required as the City’s population increases. The subsections below describe the
nexus findings and the technical cost allocation analysis for the proposed Parks and Recreation
capital facilities fee category.

Nexus Findings

Purpose

The fee will help provide adequate levels of parks and recreation facilities, Community Center,
and library space.

Use of Fee

Fee revenue will contribute funding towards parks and recreational facilities in a number of

community parks as well as an additional 20,172 square feet of community facility space and
new library.

Relationship

New development in Antioch will increase the City’s demand for park and recreation facilities,
though existing population will also benefit from improvement in these capital facilities. Fee
revenue will be used to increase the availability of parks and recreation facilities consistent with
the needs of new population growth.

Need

Each new development project will add to the incremental need for park and recreation facilities,
Community Center space, and library space. As a result, improvements considered in this study
are estimated to be necessary to meet the City's service provision goals without adversely
affecting the existing level of service.

Proportionality

Parks and recreation facilities in community parks and a new City-owned library facility will serve
both new and existing development. As a result, the costs of these facilities are allocated
between existing and new development based on the existing City population and the new,
expected population through City buildout. Because the City has an existing Community Center,
the majority of the new Community Center cost is apportioned to new development. However,
because the new Community Center will increase the overall Community Center space standard
in the City, a portion of the cost is apportioned to existing development.
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Cost Allocation Approach

Parks. The City owns and maintains a number of parks of various sizes and uses. The City’s
staff identified that Linsey Basin, Sand Creek Basin, and Prewett Park improvements would
be needed in the foreseeable future. These improvements are estimated to cost
approximately $35.8 million, as shown in Table 10. Given that all Antioch residents would
benefit from these improvements, including existing residents, only the cost attributable to
new population as a share of the buildout total is allocated to the impact fee. This represents
about 20 percent of the total cost or $7.3 million.

Community Center Facilities. New Community Center space will be predominantly
required to maintain service standards as City population grows. While the General Plan
specifies a Community Center service standard of 750 square feet per 1,000 residents, the
current standard provided is below this level.11 As a result, a 18 percent portion of the cost
of developing new facilities to meet the City’s preferred standard must be attributed to
offsetting the existing deficiency for existing population, while the remaining 82 percent of
costs are attributable to new development’s impact on Community Center needs. The need
for future space is estimated at about 20,170 square feet based on the City's preferred
service standard, as shown in Table 11. The actual Community Center expansion cost of
$685 per square foot is based on a recently completed Community Center and is inflated to
2013 dollars. This results in a Community Center development cost of $17.8 million with
$14.5 million eligible for funding from development impact fees.

Library. The City staff estimates that a new 48,000 square foot library would be needed
through buildout with a cost of $31.9 million. The City would own the library and would be
responsible for funding it. Similar to park space, existing and new City population will benefit
from the library addition. Based on the projected population growth, this analysis assumes
that 20 percent of the library development cost, or $6.5 million, could be funded through
impact fees.

11 General Plan performance objective 3.5.1.1.
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4. PARKLAND IN-LIEU FEE COST ALLOCATION

This chapter provides the technical analysis required to support the refinement of the park in-lieu
fee. Under the Quimby Act, the City has a park in-lieu fee under its adopted standard of 5.0
acres per 1,000 persons.12 This chapter determines the parkland cost that can be attributed to
the expected new residential development in the City of Antioch based on this standard and the
estimated value of parkland. Calculation of the maximum parkland in-lieu fee is presented in
Chapter 5.

Under the Quimby Act, the park in-lieu fee is based on the estimated cost of acquiring residential
land. Residential land cost has fluctuated substantially over the last several years. In addition
to economic and real estate market cycles, acquisition costs can vary significantly based on the
characteristics of individual properties. EPS reviewed available land transactions since 2009 from
a range of data sources and concluded that the use of an average land acquisition cost of
$100,000 per acre represents a reasonable and conservative estimate for fee calculation. 13

As shown in Table 12, under the adopted standard, new residential development wiil be
required to cover the cost of about 134 acres of parkland, based on the 5.0 acres per 1,000
standard and the expected addition of about 26,900 residents through General Plan buildout. At
$100,000 per acre, this represents a $13.4 million cost allocation to new residential
development.

12 See Municipal Code section 9-4.1003.

13 pData sources include CoStar, County Assessor data, Loopnet, and real estate broker interviews.
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5. DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE CALCULATION, PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATION, AND COMPARISON

This chapter describes the development fee recommendations (development impact and Quimby
Act fees) and documents the magnitude of the fees by type. In addition, this chapter provides a
comparison of the current and maximum potential development impact fees in the City of
Antioch with development impact fees charged by selected other cities.

Development Impact Fees by Type

Total capital facilities costs attributed to new development is summarized in Table 13. As
shown, future infrastructure cost associated with continued growth in the City is $124.8 million.
However, only $66.8 million, or roughly 53 percent of this cost, could be attributed to new
growth based on its fair share of the overall demand for capital facilities. The remaining

$58.0 million is allocated to existing development and reflects a shortfall in existing citywide
needs. The cost allocated to existing development is predominantly comprised of parks and
recreation uses, which would enhance the level of service to the City’s existing and new
residents. The City will need to find other non-development impact fee-related mechanisms to
fund the costs apportioned to existing development.

Fees are calculated by allocating costs attributable to growth among single-family residential,
multifamily residential, and nonresidential uses, as shown in Table 14. For most capital facilities
types, as previously shown in Table 5, this allocation is based on future service population
growth, with 51 percent associated with single-family units, 31 percent with multifamily units,
and 10 percent with nonresidential development (for parks and recreation facilities and parkland
that primarily serve new residential development, the allocation is based on future population
growth). The allocated costs by land use are then divided by the number of new
units/nonresidential square feet projected through buildout in Antioch to calculate the estimated
fee. This calculation results in a maximum impact fee of $6,680 for single-family units, $4,232
for multifamily units, and $0.30 per nonresidential square foot, before considering an
administration cost factor. These fees are illustrated in Table 15.

The provisions of AB 1600 allow jurisdictions to include the costs of administering the Impact Fee
Program in the fee amount. Administration requirements include collecting and allocating impact
fee revenue, record keeping and reporting of fund activity, and periodic updates to the Fee
Program. This analysis assumes that administrative costs of 3.0 percent of the total Fee
Program cost will be applied to reflect the City’s overhead and administration burdens. As shown
in Table 16, this would increase the maximum development impact fee to $6,836 for single-
family units, $4,330 for multifamily units, and $0.31 per nonresidential square foot. While actual
Impact Fee Program administration costs will vary from year-to-year depending on development
activity and other program requirements, it is important to note that the administrative fee is not
applied to the parkland in-lieu, East Contra Costa Regional Fee & Financing Authority or traffic
signal fees.
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Antioch Development Impact Fee Study
Revised Final Report 08/09/13

Development Impact Fee Comparison

EPS prepared a development impact fee comparison for selected cities before 2012 based on
available fee schedules. The findings of this fee comparison are described in this section and
presented in Table 17. Inevitably, changes have continued to be made to fee schedules over
the last two years, though the fee comparison has not been updated. Table 17 provides a
comparison of the existing and potential maximum new development impact fees in the City of
Antioch with the fee levels in the cities of Brentwood, Oakley, Pittsburg, Concord, and Tracy.
The purpose of this comparison was to provide some context for fee refinement decisions in the
City of Antioch. It is important to note that development impact fee levels are continuously
changing. Fees shown are long-term/underlying fee levels and are not intended to show the
temporary fee reductions that some Cities have chosen to put in place. For example, the City of
Oakley has recently extended its 2-year fee reduction through June of 201514,

One particular complexity in considering the fee levels in the City of Antioch is the expected
ending of the Residential Development Allocation system. This system historically resulted in
significant per unit payments by developers (as high as $10,000 per unit) at the peak of the
market. With the ending of this program, new residential development in the City of Antioch will
effectively face a substantive decrease in one-time per unit charges, though the precise dollar
reduction cannot be specified as the per unit payment depended on an auctioning system.

For all citywide development fee comparisons, there are a number of additional issues that affect
the implications of the relative fee levels. For example, some cities focus more on requiring
project-specific or area-specific exactions/fees for infrastructure improvements as part of the
development approval. As a result, some projects occurring in cities with lower citywide
development impact fees still pay higher fees, when project-specific or area-specific charges are
included. Furthermore, some cities, on a case-by-case basis, are providing discounts or
exemptions on some or all of their fees to certain new developments. This represents a de facto
temporary fee reduction that is not reflected in the fee schedules.

Fee Comparison

Table 17 provides a snapshot of development impact fees for five comparison cities and the City
of Antioch for consistent, prototype single-family units. The fees are grouped into three
categories, including water/sewer fees, other fees charged by other entities, and other City
development impact/one-time fees. The fee groups are distinguished as follows:

e Sewer/water— typically set to cover the costs of providing water and sewer
facilities/infrastructure to comply with State standards

e Other entity fees—fees set by other school district or regional/subregional entities

¢ Other City fees—the fees over which the City has primary control

14 The City's temporary fee reduction, originally implemented in 2011, reduced the overall
development impact fee by approximately 40 percent below that shown in this analysis.
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Antioch Development Impact Fee Study
Revised Final Report 08/09/13

As shown, the City of Antioch currently has the lowest “Other City” development impact/one-
time fees—$3,900 per single-family unit—when the Residential Development Allocation charge is
not included3. The inclusion of the Residential Development Allocation charge—even at its
highest level—still leaves existing fee levels at the lower end of the range, at $13,900 per unit.
The maximum potential “other city fee” levels identified in this report for Antioch (in combination
with the ending of the Residential Development Allocation system) would result in a total of
$9,700 per single-family unit. This is below all other cities reviewed. The primary reason for the
lower fees in the City of Antioch (even after upward adjustment) is the low traffic/transit fees
relative to all the other comparison cities. On an aggregate basis, when significant variations in
sewer/water fees as well as regional transportation and school district fees are considered, the

City of Antioch’s fees fall in a similar range to the long-term/underlying fees in other cities
considered.

15 Based on the FY2011 fee schedule.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 38 P:\200005\20001Antloch\Report\20001rpt_080913.doc

Y



